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INTRODUCTION

Nearly two hundred leaders and experts gathered for two days in April 1983
in the San Joaquin Valley community of Visalia to discuss what to do about the
conversion of agricultural land in California. The meeting, "How Can Land Be
Saved for Agriculture: A W:>rking Conference to Find Solutions for California,"
was sponsored by the California Institute of Public Affairs as part of its
California Farmlands Project, and chaired by the Institute's President, Ted
Trzyna.
Conversion of agricultural land has been a controversial issue in
California since at least the early 1950s. Over the last decade alone, by some
estimates, 1.5 million acres of the state's agricultural land were lost to urban
and other nonfarm uses. Existing measures designed to deal with the problem,
such as local planning and zoning and the California Land Conservation Act of
1965 (the Williamson Act), have had limited success.
The findings of the National Agricultural Lands Study, issued in early 1981
by the President's Council on Environmental Quality and the u.s. Department of
Agriculture, aroused renewed interest in the issue here in California, as well
as in many other parts of the country. Responding to that interest, the
California Farmlands Project was organized in 1982 to investigate options for
preserving agricultural land and arrive at specific recommendations for state
policy that will have wide support among the groups concerned with the problem:
farmers, conservationists, landowners, developers, consumers, and state and
local governments.
The project is funded by a major grant from the state Legislature, which is
administered by the state Department of Food and Agriculture, and guided by a
broadly representative task force. The results of the project will be presented
to the Governor and Legislature in the spring of 1984.
The Visalia conference was designed as a working meeting to propose ideas
and stimulate discussion. The meeting focused on weighing the merits and
drawbacks of three approaches that seem most promising for controlling
conversion of farmland in California: better use of local zoning of agricultural
land; the transfer of development credits; and land trusts and land banking.
Conference participants were provided with background papers (listed on
page 70) which give an overview of the farmlands problem and efforts to deal
with it; discuss the reasons for acting to protect farmlands; evaluate the
methods that seem most appropriate for California; and present the results of
field studies in several counties.
The conference was opened by two keynote speakers with somewhat different
viewpoints. Robert J. Gray, former Executive Director of the National

-6Agricultural Lands Study, now with the American Farmland Trust, spoke from a
national perspective. L.
Wallace offered his views as an agricultural
economist and a former Director of the state Department of Agriculture.
The session on the zoning approach focused on the local level and looked
specifically at efforts in Tulare and Ventura counties. The panel on
development credits considered the one-year-old transfer of development rights
program in Montgomery County, Maryland, and some similar new experimental
efforts in California. The panel on land banking and land trusts looked at
land trusts as a voluntary, nongovernmental method of preserving farmland, and
at France's unique SAFER program of agricultural land banking.
Luncheon speakers were historian Yvonne Jacobson, who described the
urbanization of farmlands in the the Santa Clara Valley, and Gordon K. Van
Vleck, Secretary of the Resources Agency of California, who gave a perspective
from the state Administration. The closing panel explored some possible roles
for state government.
The conference was funded by a grant from the California Council for the
Humanities, which made possible the participation of three scholars in the
humanities: social ethicist Joseph Hough and historians Yvonne Jacobson and
Richard Lillard. Participation of Charles Tbuzan was funded by the German
Marshall Fund of the United States. Participation of Melissa Banach was funded
by the American Farmland Trust. Three resource persons also received special
travel funding: Denis Canavan from Harbinger Communications; Paul Banuls from
the SAFER Languedoc-Roussillon; and Francois Terrasson from the French Ministry
of the Environment. We greatly appreciate the assistance given by those
organizations, and by the many other groups that contributed their services to
make the meeting a success.
The conference staff was composed of Ted Trzyna (Conference Chairman),
Eleanor Cohen, Karen De Young, Lizanne Fleming, Mark Freudenberger, Jeanie
Harnage, and Dan Mazrnanian.
These proceedings were edited for clarity and do not necessarily report
speakers' statements word for word. Audience questions and comments are
summarized as fully as possible to reflect the wide range of views expressed.
list of those who registered for the conference is on pages 66-69.

A
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WELCOME
Thaddeus

This has been billed as a working conference and we mean it to be just
that. People almost always ask whether anything is going to come out of this
project, or is
just another study that will end up with a report that will be
placed on a shelf. Research certainly has its place, but most of us are tired
of policy studies that aren't used. Many of us are also tired of educational
conferences where a lot of people take notes and go horne and do nothing. This
is not meant to be that kind of conference.
The California Farmlands Project is an unusual effort combining first-rate
academic research with investigations in the field, liaison with similar efforts
in this country and abroad, linking together people in California who are
concerned with the problem of farmland conversion, and eventually finding common
ground among the various interest groups and agencies that are concerned with
the problem and will have to act on the proposals that our project comes up
with.
This conference is the centerpiece of the California Farmlands Project.
You will help us today and tomorrow to determine which of several methods of
protecting farmland we should focus on during the next year. Our recommendations will
be acted on by the task force
the project
and will be presented to
Governor and the Legislature
the spring of 1984.
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1. KEYNOTES
Robert J. Gray & L. Tim Wallace

ROBERT J. GRAY:

Speaking from a national perspective, Bob Gray focused on misunderstandings
with regard to conversion and what it does to agriculture, \\by there is a reed
to protect farmland, and how farmers perceive the issue. The past two years
have been difficult for the farming economy. A number of farmers have gone out
of business and the outlook right now is not all that bright.
There are several myths that surround the farmland conversion issue. '!he
first is that we have had all the growth we are going to have. 'Ihe Interstate
highway system was virtually complete by the early 1970s, but it set up a
pipeline for growth to occur in rural areas by making them accessible. There is
a lot of pentup demand that will lead to much commercial and industrial as well
as residential development in rural areas. There are also other pressures on
rural land; for example, we have over 14,000 landfills, most constructed in the
last ten years, consuming over one-half million acres.
The second myth has to do with surpluses. If we have such overproduction,
why should we be preserving farmland? Just two years ago, our grain bins were
almost empty. If 1981 had been a bad crop year, we would have cnmpletel y
reduced our reserves. Two years from now we cnuld be sitting in the same
situation. We have come through a period of much turmoil and instability in
production and ex};X)rts, especially in cnrn, wheat, and soybeans. Few people
realize that our increases have been brought about by the bringing into
production during the 1970s of 30 to 50 million acres of marginal, highly
erosive land. The trend lines for erosion and production on cnrn, meat and
soybeans both go up, but that for erosion goes up faster, because some land that
should have remained in pasture or forest use was plowed up for production.
There was a tremendous emphasis on exports during the 1970s and our exports grew
very well. We then started to overproduce as we brought in rrore marginal land.
The federal government has also been subsidizing and encouraging that. As an
example, Colorado farmers are extremely bitter about the plowing up of one-half
million acres of rangeland by outside people who bought land for $100 per acre,
qualified for a wheat allotment, and after farming briefly, sold the land for
$300 per acre. Senator Armstrong from Colorado is S};X)nsoring legislation which
passed the Senate last year to put a brake on encouraging the bringing in of
marginal land through federal loans and crop insurance. A lot of that land
should go permanently out of production. The surpluses may not last, and we
don't know what kinds of stresses they have placed on the cropland base.
A third myth concerns technology versus the need for protection of
agricultural land. Many people say we will have enough increases in yields to
offset losses from conversion to non-agricultural uses or losses of productivity
due to erosion. However, during the last ten years, the rate of increase in
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However, they are now starting to look at the rosts of water, sewer
and other
facilities five or ten years down the road. The interference
of scattered growth with agricultural operations
also
noticed.
It
to determine what farmers in areas where conversion
occurring really think. Some landowners may not
farmers
may rome to
their local city oouncils and represent themselves as farmers.
real
farmers recognize how smaller
zoning (3 to 5 acres) hurts their
as
people who want to farm the land. They are being discriminated against
non-farmer residents. When you reach a point where there
much scattered
growth and a lot of platted land in the farming area, it becomes very hard to
separate the real farmers from "speculators in overalls."
You will never get full oonsensus from the public on an agricultural la~d
preservation program, so you have to devise the rrost equitable program you can.
It is very difficult to turn the conversion process around. We can argue data
and how much land is being lost, but the conversion process and how it works
really the rrost il1lp')rtant and fundamental concept to understand in
to
deal with the problem.
L.

TIM WALLACE:

The title of the conference assu~es that the decision has
land, but we have to
and that we are going to preserve
questions: Why has that decision been TI'\Cde? By whom has
been
it been TI'\Cde?
what reason do they make it? and, when

For

We have to ask what the
goal of that decision was. Co we
want
to preserve farmland, and for no other reason than preserving
Is increased
food production the prime goal? Or
space enhancement? If
goal
is food production, we should look at the record of both public and private
research funding for that purpose. Very little
going into food production
research; much more is going into
other things. Should our lobbying
efforts go into boosting research funding for
production
than
preserving farmland? Where will our efforts return the most
to
farmland?
Dr. Wallace examined four factors influencing both the quantity and the
quality of land conversion: (1) economics; (2) attitudes; (3) personal
and (4) equity.
1) Economics. Farmers are in at
three markets:
market
the
commodities they produce;
input market, primarily finance; and the land
market. 'Ib ronsider anything other than those shorts the farmer and the farming
community. Farmers can choose to pass on the land to future generations or they
can choose to sell it. He couldn't resist noting that for every happy
developer, there is probably a happy farmer. Perhaps the greatest impetus for
farmland preservation comes from the nonfarm community.
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U.S. commodity prices are geared to world prices and international trade
and are affected by the relationship of our dollar to other currencies. Richard
Nixon provided a boon to agriculture when he devalued the dollar in 1973-74.
After that exports began to boom, coincident with the oil crisis and efforts to
recover increased outflows of energy cash purchases. We made our agricultural
commodities competitive at the world level and increased agricultural exports.
As world prices decline, we have to compete more, and if we decide to hold a
price up relative to world prices, someone has to pay for it. There is no free
lunch, and farmers have to be paid.
The costs of farming are increasing and the returns to farming are
currently not so good, but there is still enough profit to keep a lot of people
in farming. Some years are better than others, but farmers are the optimists of
the world.
2} Attitudes. In his experience rrost of those who want to preserve
agricultural land are not farmers. Throughout the United States there has been
a trend toward increased growth in rural areas. In california there has been an
upsurge in the numbers of relatively small farmers, signaling a revolt in terms
of urban-rural lifestyles. Another threat to agricultural land occurs as small
groups of people begin to live in agricultural areas on 5, 10, and 20 acre lots.
This kind of development is neither agricultural nor urban.
If you are going to 30ne minimum parcel sizes for agricultural land, you
have already decided that you are probably going to sell agricultural land for
nonfarm purposes. By zoning you have crlmitted that you are in the marketing
process of selling agricultural land, and all you are doing is setting a special
size on the minimum transaction. Often this minimum is insufficient to keep a
farm family at other than a poverty level without off-farm employment.
A lot of people don't see what is wrong with paying for something, working
it, and selling it for a better return or for a "get-out" return. In
agriculture, people don't make a potful of money year after year in production.
Some are luckier than others, but on the average, wealth is realized on the sale
of the farm to another generation of farmers or to a different farmer or
developer.
The same motivation for preservation comes from non-farm investors
investing in agriculture, and that may not be so bad, if agriculture needs
capital. But wherever there is a desire for some type of land use control, one
should look at the motivation.
There seems to be a perception about what the structure of agriculture
ought to be. Most farmers don't want to be told what their v.orld ought to be or
what they should do. Most, instead, want to have a voice in the consensus and
want the decisions to be made from a broad base of informed decisionmaking.
They prefer local control.
3) Personal values. Perhaps we don't really know what
agricultural land preservation, is it food production, is it
we want to have our cake and eat it too? Farmers do have an
soil stewardship. The Soil Conservation Service has that as
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innate sense of
its creed.
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QUESTIONS
(AUDIENCE) What atx:mt "no growthers," who don't own land and who represent
themselves to local government bodies as having a relationship to the land?
(GRAY) Decisions have to be made by local government as to who is presenting
the issue and what they are in it for. The important point is that you may have
a mix - some who are farmers who want to keep their options open, some who are
speculators. Not all farmers are opposed to protecting the farmland. The
latter is generally true only in areas where the farmland is almost completely
gone. In rrost cases you get fairly strong support from the farming comnunity
for a lot of farmland protection programs. That is what they found in the
National Agricultural Lands Study.

(AUDIENCE) Why was there no separate item on the conference program dealing
with whether there is a need to protect agricultural land?
(LILLARD) The question is implicit in much of the discussion. Much of the
concern about saving farmland is to save land that produces food - both for
domestic consumption and for export.
(GRAY) He has never seen any program that has been devised at the state or
local level that didn't start off with the premise that agriculture was an
industry in that area and they were as concerned about keeping the farmers on
the land as they were about saving the land.

(TRZYNA) The questions of whether there is a problem with conversion of
agricultural land in California and whether anything should be done about it
were rot put into the agenda as separate items because they are implicit in the
program and were dealt with in the Working Papers distributed before the
conference.
(AUDIENCE) How does the cheap food policy of the federal government relate to
preserving agricultural land?
(WALLACE) He has never seen a statement by any secretary of agriculture
supporting a low food price policy. That isn't possible politically. Instead
we have applauded the productivity of our farmers in response to market prices.
Generally when prices get lower, farmers produce rrore, because they need rrore
total revenue to pay back loans, etc. It's a vicious cycle, a treadmill. That
is one of the reasons why during the 1930s price supports went in. No matter
how eager farmers were to to commit economic suicide, the government said,
"Enough is enough," and we are going to try to get rroney back circulating in the
ea:momy.
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2. THE ZONING APPROACH

PEGGY MENSINGER (moderator}:
The City of Modesto sits on almost totally prime, irrigated Class I soil.
It has a policy that recognizes that agriculture is the basis of its local
economy, with a great deal of peripheral activity related to it. The city tries
to make growth as compact and as contiguous as possible and to be conscious of a
responsibility to the land. The policy has been effective because of the
cooperation of Stanislaus County, which will not approve urban development
outside of city limits.
Prior to 1979, developers had been asking the city to extend sewer trunks
out into farmland so that it could be subdivided, even though thousands of acres
already served by sewer trunks hadn't been used. Recognizing that the extension
of sewer service was the key to how the city could manage its growth, citizens
approved an initiative in 1979 stating the following: "Before the city council
can extend a sewer trunk to open up land to development, there shall be an
advisory vote of the people." This is not a binding, no-growth measure, but it
brings people into decisions that had previously made solely by the city council
and frequently under great pressure.
ELEAIDR M. COHEN:
The California Farmlands Project selected seven target counties for an
in-depth study of agricultural land preservation efforts. A major concern was
to look at the attitudes of those involved in agricultural land use issues and
the politics and pressures surrounding the development of farmland protection
programs. She posed several questions to be considered in evaluating zoning as
an approach to the preservation of farmland:
1) What are the advantages and limitations of zoning as a method for
keeping land available for agriculture?
2) What supports does agricultural zoning need in order to be
successful, such as right-to-farm ordinances and rights to build farm-related
structures on farmland as opposed to open space?
3) Can an agricultural zoning approach succeed without some crldressing
of current economic issues of concern to farmers?
4) What will urban boundary lines mean when the area set aside for a
city's growth is reached? Will the zoning then collapse?
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5) Will agricultural zoning work in areas where urban pressures are
severe? Is it really being tested
a
such as Tulare, where development
pressure
slight?
6 ) If the
about the future
a
stable a farmer feels and whether he
continue to reinvest in
can zoning offer the necessary degree of certainty? Will he feel
to accept zoning restrictions that remove
flexibility to sell
land to other uses?

factor in how
his operation,
secure enough
or convert his

7) Given the vast diversity of agricultural uses in this state, do
minimum parcel sizes make sense? If so, tow should they be determined? Should
there be flexibility in their application for special problems, such as a need
to increase acreage for economic viability or a need to sell land to meet
expenses?
8) How do zoning for open space and rural life style and zoning for
agriculture differ?

9) Should zoning for exclusive agricultural use and incentives for
urban infill work together? How can existing urban areas be made willing to
accept higher densities to compensate for growth not allowed in agricultural
areas?
10) What other JX)licies of cities and counties may compete with JX)licies
to protect farmland? Examples to consider are highway widenings through
agricultural areas; no growth or low density policies in urbanized areas that
cause pressure on farmland areas; placement of residential uses next to
farmland; and aggressive activities to attract revenue-producing uses.

GREG F. COLLINS:
basic intent that
The zoning tool has as
in relation to one another to avoid coflicts. It
valuable resources. Examples are Tulare County's
Foothill Growth Management
, which placed one
a large-lot agricultural zone.

land uses be properly situated
can also be used to protect
Rural Valley Lands Plan and
and one-half million acres in

Several problems must be overcome when zoning is used to preserve
agricultural land:
1) The problem may not be identified. He defines the problem as a finite
amount of land combined with exJX)nential growth of human fDpulation. The
difference between these two factors is called the "food gap."
2) The more
land
being taken out of production, in Tulare
County as elsewhere, while less productive land is being brought in.
3) Economic market forces are encouraging the use of land for nonagricultural uses. As development occurs, the economic differential between the
use of land for agriculture and its use for other purfDses is tempting to
farmers. Market forces which make land more valuable as the parcels get smaller
also place more people on the landscape and therefore make farming more
difficult.

-214) Market forces and real estate interests
existence. If food prices rise
and the
faster, eventually something must
The
speculative
and expect to make a
What can be
Rural Valley Lands
attempt to tailor the
example, the smallest parcel for an economically
for other tree crops is 20 acres; for row crops,
grazing and native pasture, 80 acres; and for the
trying to preserve rangeland
grazing, 160 acres.

to price farming out of
of farming increases
can't buy land at
job by implementing the
Plan. The plans
agricultural land. For
grove as well as
acres; for dry land
, vvhere they are

The large-lot agricultural
has precluded
types of land uses
from intruding into
areas, thereby reducing land use conflicts;
reduced the rate of parcelization; partially removed the speculative value of
land because it cannot be broken down into smaller units, thereby making it too
valuable to farm economically; and preserved a precious natural resource.
Zoning is one of the many tools which can preserve agricultural land. If
it is used to implement a well-thought-out land use plan which has the general
support of its citizens,
can be very successful. There will always be those
who wish rezoning to increase the value of their land, but the long term
consequences of such actions can easily be foreseen by viewing the consequences
in the Santa Clara Valley and in Orange County. Tulare County's steps are an
attempt to see that history doesn't repeat itself.
Zoning is a simple tool, if properly designed and
loopholes, but
it is only as good as the
of the decisionmakers. It is up to them as to
whether it will remain on a piece of
and how the approach
be
implemented.
MICHAEL CHRISMAN:
There is a need for a greater realization on the part of all sectors
California that in any public policy debate about
resource problems, the
uses and availability of land are very important. Urban growth is going to
occur. The real question is how the growth is to occur without cdversely
jeopardizing our agricultural economy, while at G~e same time providing for the
quality of life we have all come to expect. It
economy that
has helped create the unique life style we
This issue is vitally
important because California is the number one
state in gross
dollars, generating $14
ion in 1982. Because of our unique combination of
soil, water, and climatic conditions, we produce 240 different agricultural
commodities.
Tulare County
to Fresno County
agricultural production, and
brought in $1. 1 billion in 1982. One of every
people
the county has
some form of agriculture-related job. Because of its pride
and concern about
the maintenance of a strong agricultural economy, the county implemented the
Williamson Act in 1967. Covering about one million acres, the Act continues to
enjoy widespread support among landowners.
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In 1968 an agricultural advisory committee to the county planning
department was formed for a number of reasons: leapfrog urban developnents were
moving into viable farmland~ there was increasing demand for one- to five-acre
"ranchettes" which were toth wasteful of agricultural land and caused a::mflict
with existing agricultural operations; and parcelization was further splintering
the agricultural land base. The committee's major contributions were persuading
the county to adopt exclusive agricultural zoning and calling attention to the
problem of farmland conversion.
The main problem in Tulare Cbunty is that the cities are built on the most
productive soils. Any time a city grows out of its toundaries, good farmland is
taken out of production. The agricultural advisory committee's work resulted in
the adoption in 1975 of the Rural Valley lands Plan, which applies to lands
below 600 feet elevation. The two principal components of the plan are ( 1 ) a
system for determining whether land can be used for agricultural purposes, and
(2) Agricultural-Exclusive zoning categories of ten to eighty acres.
A citizens' advisory committee subsequently developed the Foothill Growth
Management Plan, the basic premise of which was to ensure that growth in the
area between the 600 foot line and the National Park and Forest Service
l::x:>undaries occurred in an orderly and planned fashion. The plan was adopted by
the Board of Supervisors in 1981.
These two efforts at farmland protection have worked and will continue to
work because the county maintains an attitude that new growth is bound to occur
and in turn defines the areas where that growth can occur. The agricultural
sector continues to support the efforts so long as they remain at the local
level.
As a farmer viewing farmland preservation in the broader picture, he has to
wonder whether there is indeed an imminent shortage of productive farmland,
viewed in the context of increasing U.S. agricultural productivity. In 1900,
with well over the majority of our population involved in food production, one
farmer fed seven people. In 1982, with three per cent of the population
actually involved in farming, one farmer fed 70 people (55 in the United States
and 15 overseas). Staggering surpluses of most of our agricultural commodities
exist today, in many cases resulting in depressed prices for the producers. Yet
we continue to produce. We have no baseline inventory of how much agricultural
land is being lost to urban uses and how much new land is actually being ~ought
under cultivation, although the Farmland Mapping Program is addressing this
issue. He would close with the question: Is there indeed a need for saving
land for agriculture?
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The basic question that has to te asked is, "How are we going to keep
farmers down on the farm?" Pursuing agricultural land preservation rounds good,
but who are we going to preserve it for? Ourselves? Our children? Or do we
want to preserve it just because it is agricultural land? It will be very
difficult just to say we are going to preserve it, because that is only one
aspect of the picture. What is the farmer going to do when the developer offers
him several times what the land is actually worth to another farmer? He can't
live off the bank forever. We have to talk about how we are going to keep the
farmer in business.
Only 29 per cent of Ventura County's 512,000 acres is in agriculture today,
including rangeland and pasture. Over 50 per cent is in Los Padres National
Forest and 20 to 25 per cent is in hillsides, nonusable land, or cities.
Fortunately not all the cities of Ventura County are on prime agricultural land.
Most of the population is in Thousand Oaks, Simi Valley or Westlake Village.
But because the rest is on prime land, we have to ask M'l.ere and row we are going
to build and make sure there is an orderly adjustment.
Ventura County agriculture makes a major contribution to the state, and it
is important to save it. In 1981 the county ranked first in celery and lemons;
for all vegetable groups they were fourth statewide, and fifth in fruit and nut
crops. In 1982 Ventura County agriculture produced $507 million on only 104,000
acres. Using the multiplier developed by the University of California of 3.25
for the county, that would be $1.6 billion that agriculture generated for the
economy of the county in that year.
The county is unique in that its weather and soils permit great versatility
and the production of two and one-half crops of vegetables per year on the
Oxnard Plain. There are very few places in California or in the world where
that can be done. Ventura County can provide consumers something that almost no
other area in the United States can give them - fresh vegetables in both spring
and early summer. It is also the only area in California, with the exception of
southern Santa Barbara County, that produces summer lemons.
Ventura County is experiencing serious overproduction of lemons because 40
per cent are supposed to go to Japan and another 10 to 15 per cent to Europe,
but the European Economic Community has put severe tariffs on our commodities.
Economic problems such as these illustrate that, while we do need to address the
question of preservation of agricultural land, we can't preserve it just to look
at it.
DAN PINKER'ION:
We are discussing agricultural land preservation because there is emerging
a notion that something is going wrong. In the past there was always another
valley or another county, but now we are beginning to bump the limits of
expansion capabilities and to think of resource management. Tbday only three
per cent of the population is producing food and fiber for all the rest.

the

zone
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(COIJ..INS) How rapidly should the value of land be allowed to increase? Is
there a point where
land values get so high that nobody can afford
to farm?
Tulare County as land continues to turn over and
Somehow
we
the arrount
of "sweat
into the land (irrigation, improvements,
etc.) and not
value that the farmer would like to receive.
If this is not addressed, people won't
able to afford to farm because of the
significant principal and interest on the land that they will be paying.
(AUDIENCE) You have to apply the logic of "sweat equity only" in generating
income return to other things besides agricultural land. Would
be fair to
place resale restrictions on houses that would allow increases
value only up
to the value of improvements such as a new kitchen? Since 97 per cent of the
population benefits from the three per cent, why should not the 97 per cent pay
the three per cent for the preservation of the agricultural land? If it is too
expensive for the 97 per cent, how can the three per cent afford
nDre easily?
(COOEN) What suggestions would you have for studying how to keep farmers in
farming?
(McPHAIL) No matter how much agricultural land is preserved, if it
not
profitable, the farmer will not grow crops. 'Ihe farmer is the only businessman
who cannot put ten per cent on top of his costs and receive that at the
marketplace. How do we compensate for that? Do we produce nDre? Do we produce
less? Do we allow the federal government to come in with programs like PIK that
will cost the 97 per cent billions of dollars? We have to look at how to get
the farmer lower interest rates on his loans; how to help him curb his cultural
costs; and how to reduce his water costs. We have to deal with the Public
Utilities Commission and ask why farmers have to pay high standby charges when
they use machinery such as wind machines at off-peak hours.
(CHRISMAN)
the productivity of

, such as the
continue.

iamson Act and taxing based on

(AUDIENCE) 'Ihe state mapping program has no economic criteria and
not
showing consideration
the economics of farming the
identifies.
(MENSINGER) There
a relationship between where urban developnent is allowed
to occur and the costs of providing government services. Cities have a role and
a right to determine land uses if they are expected to deliver the services that
often give those lands enhanced urban values. Every farmer in the county can't
expect urban values from his land, because he doesn't have those values unless
some level of government provides urban services to that land.
(AUDIENCE) In San Mateo County the zoning
making
almost impossible to
continue in farming. 'Ihe Coastal Commission allows so
developnent (one
dwelling unit per 110 acres) that the land has no value other than its
agricultural value. As a result farmers can't get loans. In one instance, a
bank refused to finance a farm on land where another farm had gone out of
business, and therefore the land couldn't be sold even for agricultural use.
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(AUDIENCE) In the Antelope Valley the water table is receding and the farmers
can't afford state water. Water costs will be over $100 per acre foot. The
farmer can't afford a $600 water bill on a gross return of $800 to $900 per
acre. His children are rot interested in farming. Therefore someone has to
find another use for the land, or someone is going to have to subsidize the
water.
(MENSINGER) That raises the question that p:?rhaps we should consider
determining that certain areas, because of expensive water, should be in urban
use, and areas with less expensive water and lower production costs should be in
agriculture.
(CHRISMAN) Local people are the best ones to make land use dec is ions • The
state might decide to provide overall guidance and direction to smaller counties
that can't do that themselves.
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. THE SANTA CLARA VALLEY STORY
Yvonne Jacobson

Yvonne Jacobson traced the changes in Santa Clara County from what used to
be called "The Valley of Heart's Delight" to Silicon Valley today and described
the efforts that had taken place over the
thirty years to preserve its
agricultural character.
The surge
interest in preserving farmlands began as a barely
recognizable force in Santa Clara County in the 1950s. The password of the era
was "progress" - expansion, building, high-tech companies, sophisticated
hardware, software, and later, the "Chip." Other counties experienced a rapid
loss of farmland in the period after WOrld War II, but no other county could
boast such a productive, distinctive - indeed, unique - agriculture as Santa
Clara County. The area was almost exclusively characterized by small family
farms. Even today a hefty majority are under 50 acres.
The Valley had reached a peak of fruit production during the world War II,
followed by a major slump. The San Jose Chamber of Commerce then set about to
make San Jose a leading city and to attract industry to help balance the
uncertainties of an economy based largely on agriculture. Tb
end they
campaigned and attracted several major industries to Santa Clara Valley, among
them General Electric, IBM, the Ford MJtor Company, and General Motors. At the
same
economic base
the county was chang
, as high-tech firms,
electronics, the development of the silicon chip, and the presence of Stanford
came together. The flat land and the attractiveness of the area were
ideal for the settlement
people.
The pressures on the
which
around San Jose were
her father, joined together in a succession
enormous. Many
of efforts to preserve
agriculture and to outsmart the cities in their
to
a wider tax base
of land. One effort was to annex
several thousand acres to
and have
classified as land
reserve for
However, once the word got out, land which had been
for
overnight to
per acre,
efforts to
by then planning
Kar1
, farmers
Board of Supervisors to create a classification of land
not be annexed.
became probably the first use
the West.
, rowever,
loopholes in the
and were able to
and cut away at the protected
values rose
urbanization changed the nature of the farmland.
between romeowners and farmers over
, noise, dust, and
was only a matter of time before the farmers sold out.
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Exclusion Act, which passed the state Legislature
1955, giving state sanction
to designated farmland zoning. The cities rushed to annex all the land they
could before it became effective. By 1958,
,000 acres were voluntarily signed
into greenbelt protection.
In 1958, Karl Belser proposed that agricultural lands be declared part of
the national trust, like parks and historic monuments. The county planning
staff prepared a model of a balanced future retaining agriculture. Buffer zones
were created between the lands designated as prime agriculture and those
designated for other uses. These plans had the support of farmers until some
were offered more money for their land than they would ever be able to earn as
farmers.
Santa Clara Valley farmers were also instrumental in the adoption of the
Williamson Act, but this, too, did little to halt the urban spread. Every plan
since has projected the protection of agricultural lands at both the county and
the city level, including the City of San Jose, but development has continued to
have its day.
The area between Gilroy and Coyote Narrows is the last agricultural
enclave. The foothills are still used to graze cattle and other livestock, but
there is nothing to suggest that, short of buying the land, they also won't be
developed in time. Such an incursion was granted by San Jose in the Silver
Creek area of Evergreen in the eastern foothills just last year.
The Santa Clara Valley had almost 7000 family farms and over 135,000 acres
in orchards in the 1920s. There are now less than 1500 farms on the last 21,000
acres; only 8000 acres are left in orchards. For the first time since before
the tum of the century, prunes do rot appear as one of the top ten crops in the
county. The agriculture is becoming more urban in nature: intensive cut flower
and nursery crops and Christmas tree farming. Within the last month one major
garlic grower in the Gilroy area and two other farmers have said they are
quitting for reasons that include increased costs, hassles with neighbors,
inability to use pesticides, and labor problems. The age of the farmers and the
disinterest of the next generation are further factors in the trend.
The Santa Clara Valley was one of the three most fertile valleys in the
world, with a special heritage of family farming. If we are going to save
farmlands, we have to think of who farms the land and why.
(Mrs. Jacobson then presented a series of historical slides that traced the
families, the farms, and the process of conversion in the valley.)
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4. DEVELOPMENT CREDITS

JOSEPH C. HOUGH, JR. (moderator):
This panel is to address the preservation of farmland while keeping a close
eye on the question of equity, especially the costs to be borne by society by
any such program.
DANIEL A. MAZMANIAN:
This discussion should be placed in the context of questions already being
asked at the conference: (1) Who pays, who benefits? (the equity question);
( 2) How can we strike the needed balance between oo government and total
government? ( 3) What do we do about the growth desired by the 97 per cent of
non-farm citizens? (4) How enduring will our programs be? Is there an
alternative that is more enduring?
Is it possible to separate the agricultural value of land from its
development value and treat these two issues separately as a matter of public
policy? How can we act at the local level in a way that adds to a national
movement for protection of our precious and nonrenewable natural resources, in
this case our important agricultural land?
Transferring development credits or rights seems to move in the direction
of answering all of these issues simultaneously. Among the virtues, or alleged
virtues, of this scheme are the following:
- It satisfies the owner of agricultural land that he is being
appropriately compensated.
- It encourages people who will be developing anyway to compensate the
agricultural landowners and in return be granted a density bonus. That also
addresses the needs of the other 97 per cent. It is naive to talk about setting
aside any land unless we also address where growth is going to go.
- It limits government to the general role of designating areas of
agriculture and areas for development, but oot setting the value of development
nor regulating the exchange.
A major question is whether it can really be done, i.e., whether we can
devise a program that m=ets all these objectives. The answers are not
self-evident.
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to develop an
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It

that must be met

order

1 ) The program must
to
and understand. For
example,
amount of development rights a farmland owner- has can
be a very complicated process, involving productivity
and other factors,
or it can be a very simple one. Montgomery County simply divides
acreage by five to determine the number of development rights.
2) The program should
developed as part of a comprehensive growth
management strategy. You have to know where you want development to occur and
show a balance of land uses within the planning area.
must also be
legally defensible and developed in a public interest context. You must be able
to prove that you are protecting the health, safety, and welfare of the
community.
areas.

3) An
market must exist
A TOR program cannot be
in an

there
be receiving
rural area.

4) The farmland owner must
through the transfer process. That
when
program is initiated.
5) The developer must have an incentive to
rather than build under
30ning regulations. Planners must understand
the profit motivations of the developer
order to understand how large to make
the density bonuses in the receiving areas. Enough development bonuses must be
given to make the system work.
6) Neighbors of the pJtential TOR development must
that excessive development will not result from the transfer DD)CE!SS
Montgomery County identifies receiving areas through very small area master
plans within which specific parcels are identified as
areas. Each
individual parcel is assessed for cornpatability with the surrounding
neighborhood, appropriateness of land uses, and adequacy of
services.
Then there
a public hearing process during which negotiations take place.
Some receiving areas are lost, hut ultimately some are designated. Enough have
been designated to make the program successful.
7) Public education must be an integral part of the process to
encourage acceptance of the program. Farmers, developers, attorneys, and all
those who make things happen in their county must be involved.
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Montgomery County is experiencing a great deal of growth pressure, but they
were able to identify toth a preservation area - a sending area - and receiving
areas because they had a relatively sophisticated growth management strategy.
Owners of "sending area" land are assigned develop:nent rights in a systematic
manner and their land
limited to low density use through the preferential
agricultural zone (one dwelling unit per 25 acres). Developers who hold land in
the receiving areas are permitted to build at higher densities than the zoning
normally allows in return for the purchase of the farm owner's development
rights. The value of development rights is determined solely through the
private market. The incentive to sell is provided by the simplicity of the
process and the higher optional densities allowed in the receiving area.
Government tries to stay out of the system as much as possible and functions
only as the record keeper.
Montgomery County uses a simple mechanism that relies on existing
subdivision procedures to shift development rights from sending to receiving
areas. First, a developer files a preliminary plan of subdivision, using the
development rights specified in the area master plan. This represents the
application for transfer. Once the preliminary plan is approved by the planning
board, the developer files a site plan for the receiving area property.
Following site plan approval, he submits a record plat. An easement document
limiting future residential development in the sending area is prepared,
conveying the easement to the county. The easement document and the record
plat, upon approval of the planning toard, are recorded and the transfer of
development rights is complete. Thus the TOR system has been incorporated into
the subdivision process that is already well established in Montgomery County.
In the less than one year since the program has been approved, 18,000 TDRs
have been designated in the sending area. Receiving areas have been designated
where 8700 TORs may be used. Three subdivisions using TORs have been approved
and rrore than 400 TORs are in the development pipeline. Farmland in Montgomery
County is now selling for $900 per acre, whereas the price before adoption of
the program was $3500 to $6000 per acre. The rerroval of the speculative value
means a great deal for young farmers who have not been able to purchase land.
Although the TOR technique is not applicable everywhere, it is certainly
appropriate in those areas where development pressure is high and it is evident
that zoning restrictions alone would significantly deprive landowners of
substantial value. In Montgomery County they believe that the solution to the
farmland preservation problem in metropolitan fringe areas lies in the
development of a comprehensive TOR program that utilizes private sector
regulation and public facility planning, within a coordinated public policy
context.
SUSAN MARKS:
The State Coastal Conservancy is a young agency which uses innovative
approaches to resolving land use conflicts within the Coastal Zone. It is a
non-regulatory agency but works closely with the Coastal Commission and local
governments in the coastal zone. It can best be understood conceptually as a
statewide redevelopment agency for California's coast.
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The Conservancy's Agriculture Program is one of several program areas. The
goal is that of long-term protection of agricultural lands which are threatened
by urban development. Staff works closely with landowners, state and local
agencies and the community to develop solutions for their particular
agricultural problems. Consequently the projects are hand-tailored and often
multi-resource oriented.
Agriculture along California's coast is somewhat different from agriculture
elsewhere in that the strong development pressures in the area caused by
competing land uses result in extremely high land values. This leads to a large
discrepancy between the appraised fair market value of a property and its
agricultural value. The Conservancy works with property owners to close that
gap, giving the farmer return on the property without developing the land. The
tools to do this are new and are still being developed. The Conservancy uses
three major approaches: acquisition, supplemental use, and transfer of
development credits.
Full-fee acquisitions of agricultural land are rare because of the
exorbitant costs involved. Instead, the Conservancy acquires the land's
development rights, resulting in an easement which permits only agricultural
uses.
Supplemental use is often more feasible. This involves site planning for
an entire property, with development on some portions and easements on the
remaining agricultural land. This approach can assist farmers in two ways: (1)
the on-site development can generate additional cash flow to enable the farmer
to continue farming; and (2) the easements ensure that the agricultural land
will be protected in perpetuity.
The transfer of development credits requires a strong regulatory system
which can decide where development will and will not occur and which can enforce
these decisions through the granting or denial of building permits. Since the
Conservancy is not a regulatory agency, its role in TDC programs has been to
assist with their design and implementation and to act as a broker in starting
them.
The Conservancy has three TDC programs, each at a different stage of
implementation. The program which is currently most active is in the Santa
Monica Mountains. While the goal is this particular effort is resource
protection and the land is not in agriculture, the approach could be used
elsewhere on agricultural land. The intent is to retire the development
potential from the small lot subdivisions in the mountains on a one-to-one
basis. It differs from the Montgomery County approach in that, in order to
develop, a person must buy one credit somewhere else for each house he wants to
develop. The market for development in Los Angeles County is such that
developers have been willing to pay the extra amount to purchase credits for
construction. The Conservancy bought approximately 200 lots to start the
program's operations. Tb date, 700 to 900 lots have been retired from
development, almost exclusively through the sale of credits through the private
market.
The program in the City of Carlsbad in northern San Diego County is an
agricultural preservation program and operates somewhat differently. It is
designed to allow development in one area and discourage it in another. In this

case development
agricultural
to the

remaining
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reduce water costs.
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The most recent TDC
7000 acres of resources,
The program is

required to
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,
as using reclaimed water to
under the program have been approved in
flowing into the Conservancy in June. A
be available for subsidies and improvements.
the Big Sur. It is designed to protect
along the Big Sur coastline.
public hearing.

In summary, the
used by the Conservancy vary, depending upon the
needs, the market, and how the local population wants to preserve its
agricultural land. Approaches are used separately or in combination. Each
mechanism, however, has a key
required to make
successful:
acquisition is very expensive
requires large revenues; a TDC program needs a
strong regulatory body that
where development can occur and where
it cannot; and supplemental use requires partial, on-site development, which can
be very controversial.
In the future the Conservancy hopes to work with more landowners and
A project
farmers to design programs
beginning in Del
Norte County which
of development, and it is
hoped that more
interested in
up TDC
programs.
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about two years ago to
area east of
and recommended
there was still a
recent
of Santa Clara County voters
purchasing development
pursuing this avenue. The approach has been to
indicated community
various interests in the community and to let them
present the possibil
take it
there.
Harbinger Communications has proposed a TDC approach for the Coyote Valley
because of the potential for growth there. It is the last remaining valley land
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categories:
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want to
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owners. It may look like a system in which everybody wins, but there may be
some money falling in between the cracks that is not very apparent.
This does not always operate as a something-for-nothing program. The
Coastal Conservancy program in Carlsbad requires the developer to pay a fee to
get the program going. Are we sure that this isn't a net cost rather than a
wash?
A very fragile assumption underlies the whole program - that there will be
proficiency among the planners. There has to be accuracy with respect to future
pop..1lation projections and to future demand for land, and skillful designation
of receiving sites. The question is whether these can occur at all times.
There also has to be some integrity on the part of the governmental body
responsible for the administration. The system has to work in a political
context.
There has been no mention as to whether the power of eminent domain remains
in governmental agencies with regard to the agricultural lands from which the
development rights have been severed. If that power remains, the government
could put in incompatible uses that would create problems for the farmers, e.g.,
the placement of a prison.
Education is very important, principally because there is no single
transfer of development program. Variations are all right, except that they
make education and acceptance difficult. The system is not im}X)ssible. But he
is reminded of the gimmicks created after the loss of the thirty-year mortgages.
There were so many types of schemes that it was very difficult to choose among
them.
TORs will therefore suffer for a while because of the lack of
uniformity.
He noted that in Claremont the scheme is in place but the marketplace
hasn't gotten off the ground. He is reminded of England's 'Ibwn and Country Act
of 1947, when the government took all development rights and you had to buy them
from the government. The problem was that the agricultural landowners didn't
want to decrease the prices that they wanted for their properties, and the
buyers held out so long that the government finally gave up because it had
destroyed the land markets.
There is a kind of negative in all of these programs: something must be
prevented because that which is going on is in some way unacceptable. The
nature of the problem is that for some reason agricultural land for agricultural
use is weak. We are seeing a situation where agriculture is being dealt into
another protection program. He suspects that much of the problem would go away
and the marketplace could play a normal role if the farmers could simply get
more for what they produce. The cheap food program is there because a lot of
government programs p..1t it there. He wonders if this problem might take a
different perspective and be far less an issue if farmers were getting the fair
returns they need for their products. Then the best thing you could do with
agricultural land would be to produce.agricultural crops.
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(CANAVAN) Banks in Montgomery County are making loans on the basis of the
capability of the land, rot on its speculative value. They look primarily at
the farmer's ability to repay the loan.
(BANACH) Maryland has use value assessment throughout the state. Therefore
selling TORs doesn't affect the taxes. The tax assessor automatically increases
the assessment on a receiving parcel once it qualifies for a bonus. Therefore
the tax base for local government is increased and infrastructure costs are
reduced.
(MAZMANIAN) The "who pays?" question has rot been answered. The seller or
speculator is probably going to benefit; the developer will benefit because he
can pass on the costs; the community can benefit because of reduced
infrastructure costs. But that doesn't leave anyone paying. People living in
density bonus units are paying to the extent that they have to accept a change
in lifestyle; there is no space for the single-family, sprawling residence.
(COLLIN)

The payment may also be by the neighbors of those residents.

(AUDIENCE) What about the inequity between farmers who are in the program and
those who are not?
(BANACH)

Those not in can sell their property and develop it.

(AUDIENCE) There is still a basic inequity because the person in the program
bought the land with speculative value in it, and that has been taken away.
(BANACH) It is a basic inequity, especially for those who purchased at fairly
high speculative value and row can't develop. But 'IDRs help them get back
partial compensation. Montgomery County also has a 'IDR bank. Some banks will
accept TORs as collateral to get loans, so TORs can be helpful without being
sold.
(AUDIENCE) What about the person who rought higher but isn't part of the 'IDR
system? We in California are in competition with them.
(BANACH) You are rot in competition with them. If we develop aggressive
preservation programs on the East Coast and keep the price of farmland down,
California will have to see what it can do to reduce speculation on land here or
it will be in competition.
(AUDIENCE)

How much farmland has been preserved in Montgomery County?

(BANACH) The entire county is 323, 000 acres.
acres using this technique.

We have preserved about 90,000

(AUDIENCE) Are you creating a problem for agriculture in the larger sense (food
production) by creating so many 25 acre parcels and possibly perpetuating a
rural life style? Are you encouraging people to move into rural areas?
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(AUDIENCE)

Did the rounty

to do anything to establish a market for TOCs?

(BANACH)
operates strictly
sector. Planners are the
marriage
, bringing farmers
for the
two
years. Now the real estate community understands
roncept, and TORs
be
multiple listed a~d therefore handled like a piece of real property.
real estate section
now showing TORs for sale.
(MARKS) If we have a largely rural area where people don't want increased
density, we can set up a TDC system without receiver sites and can allow what
is allowed under the general plan currently. If development pressure is strong,
the developer is willing to buy TDCs to be able to build up to what
allowed.
(COLLIN) In MJntgomery County you get one development right for
acres. If
one development right sells for $8000, that means it was worth $1600 per acre.
The residual value of the agricultural land is now $900. That means a $2500
value per acre. But you said that properties had been valued at $3000 to $6000
per acre. Therefore, have we identified who pays?
(BANACH) Local government has never said there would be full compensation.
There isn't full rompensation. They told the agricultural community up front
there would be a loss in equity. You shouldn't hide this from farmers. But
what is the alternative? The alternative is straight downzoning, with no equity
left. What they get now is partial rompensation accompanied by the knowledge
that they can farm securely in a protected agricultural reserve in perpetuity.
(AUDIENCE)

Are TORs ever passed along in estates?

(BANACH) We have some TORs being held in estates and some being
in
wills. They are also being used to settle estates where some
want
to stay in farming. The latter retain TORs and give the cash value to the other
individuals.
(AUDIENCE)

Can the

of Supervisors take away 'IDRs at

next election?

(BANACH) We were roncerned about that. Therefore we separated TORs from
politics by having the easement ronveyed to the county executive. Planning and
zoning are recommended by the Commission and endorsed by the County Council. In
order to lift the program from Montgomery County, the consent of both bodies the rounty executive and the rounty council - is needed. These two are usually
at odds. The program is also difficult to untie legally.
(AUDIENCE) You seem to be talking about a double standard. The
industry has had tremendous subsidies for years - in federal loans, interest
rates, etc. We seem to be hearing that the farmer shouldn't receive any more
subsidies; we should go entirely to the free market system. We know that hasn't
worked. The national Farm Bureau Federation recently came out supporting higher
subsidies so we can rompete more in the world exr:ort market. How do we s:JUare
the issue?
(COLLIN) The r:oint was that if farmers could get another nickel per unit, their
problem would be solved. And the problem of saving agricultural land would go
away because farmers would make agricultural use the highest use there is. That
doesn't suggest there is an improper set of subsidies. Part of the problem, in
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the view of a Farm Bureau Federation member, is it is too cheap to put inputs
into agriculture. Through a whole series of policies, farmers got belo~market
loans, etc. In the view of farmers, we have allowed too many ways to get
resources into agriculture. Therefore they face overproduction. He suggests
looking at what can be done by marketing as opposed to other ways to solve the
problems of agriculture.
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5. LAND BANKING & LAND TRUSTS

CHARLES 'IOUZAN:
(Mark Freudenberger, interpreter)
During their visit to California, he and his colleagues from France had
observed that, despite the differences between California and French
agriculture, there are certain similarities, such as urbanization problems and
the issues of open space and more dense development.
SAFER is an acronym for Societe d'Amenagement Foncier et d'Etablissement
Rural (Company for Land Management and Rural Organization). The program was
established in 1960 to improve the French farming system by encouraging
medium-size family farming. It was developed in response to two central
problems: (1) too much parcelization, which had resulted in land surfaces too
small for farming; and (2) the lack of opportunity for young farmers to enter
into the farming sector because of the rise in land prices related to land
speculation. Therefore the program had not only a technical objective but a
socioeconomic objective as well.
The SAFER attempts to regroup parcels to make them more viable for farming.
Its three major activities are (1) to acquire agricultural lands through
purchase; (2) to make improvements on the land, if necessary; and (3) to resell
it to agricultural interests. The basic capital comes from the agricultural
sector, provided as shares. The central government of France gives it an
operating fund and provides two commissioners representing the Ministry of
Agriculture and the Ministry of Finance. In essence the SAFER is a private,
non-profit organization of professional agricultural interests, but it also has
fairly strict governmental controls.
The SAFERs are organized in thirty-four departments, which are very similar
to counties, throughout France. They are decentralized in order to carry out
their land purchases, but the main policies are determined by the central
director of the program. Each one of the regional SAFERs has a special staff.
At the national level the SAFER has an administrative council that establishes
policy and works closely with governmental agencies.
The following is a more specific description of the activities of the
SAFER:
1) AS5ll:!isition. About three per cent of all agricultural land enters
into the land market each year, and the SAFER enters into about 20 per cent of
those sales. That means that the SAFER buys about 250,000 acres each year. All
of this land is put on the open market by the sellers.
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The SAFER uses two approaches to land purchase: (1) buying land with no
conditions attached; (2) using rights of preemption or rights of first refusal
as granted to them by the state.
The SAFER may determine the price for the land and the person to whom it
wishes to sell. The rights of first refusal can be used for a specific piece of
land or applied to a total region or zone of a department. The preemption right
involves payment to the seller; it is not, in effect, eminent domain where there
is no remuneration. Preemption is used at the local level for lands that fall
under the jurisdiction of the Sl\.FERs. The SAFER is notified of all land p.1t on
the open market. It has tv..D rronths in which to make a determination as to
whether to buy. If the SAFER decides to buy, using its right of first refusal,
it notifies the central government, which must give its approval on any use of
preemption. If the government approves, the SAFER purchases the land and
officially notifies the seller and gives him the officially determined price.
The SAFER acts very quickly to respond to the agriculturalist's needs.
Usually the SAFER attempts to buy lands in order to enlarge a farmer's holdings.
2) I!!!erove~nt. Among the land improvement activities in which the
SAFER might engage are providing rural roads or pathways, providing large scale
irrigation and drainage services, and improving the housing on the land that has
been purchased.
3) Resale. After having stocked the land and perhaps having made
improvements-on it, the SAFERs resell it to agricultural interests. It is
illegal for the SAFER to hold the land for rrore than five years. Occasional
exceptions are made for up to ten years, but this is only in the case where
landholdings are difficult to acquire, especially in mountainous regions.
Normally the SAFER lands are stocked for only about eighteen months.
The land is generally resold to farmers. There are several different types
of farmers able to buy this land, arrong them young farmers, farmers who have
lost their lands because of public investments in highways or public
improvements, or farmers who want to increase the size of their holdings. In
order to buy land from the SAFER, a purchaser must demonstrate his competence in
farming, either through experience in farming or by having a degree in the field
of agriculture. He must also have the economic means to be involved in
agriculture. The purchaser makes a contract with the SAFER to use the land for
agricultural purposes only and to keep it in viable agricultural production for
fifteen years. If a farmer desires to use the land for other purposes, he must
get approval from the SAFER.
QUESTIONS
(AUDIENCE) What are the differences in the effectiveness of this program
between rural areas and those on the fringes of urbanized areas?
(TOUZAN) In 1960 when the SAFER was created its purpose was not to deal with
the urbanization problem. However, since then France has had urbanization
pressures and has gone through a very rapid period of industrialization, the
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irrq?act of which has been felt by farming interests. The SAFER has been able,
not to halt urbanization, but to help channel urban growth into areas that are
less desirable for agricultural purposes.
(AUDIENCE) Does the SAFER sell the land to the farmer in fee title and does it
maintain any control over the operation of that land?
(TOUZAN) The SAFER doesn't impose any restrictions on how the land has to be
farmed, but when the buyer enters into the contract with the SAFER he agrees to
maintain the land in agricultural productivity and he cannot use it for other
purposes. It is a sale and the farmer owns the land, but he cannot resell it
for nonagricultural purposes for fifteen years.
(AUDIENCE)
years?

What has been the general pattern of land use after the fifteen

(TOUZAN) If the original studies were correct and if the original efforts to
regroup land holdings were well done, the farmers usually maintain that land for
agricultural purposes, even after the fifteen years.
(AUDIENCE) What are the criteria used to determine that the person who acquires
SAFER land is a competent farmer?
(TOUZAN) The conditions fall under the following categories: ( 1) he must have
been farming for four years, or (2) if he is a young farmer, he must have
certain number of agricultural degrees, and (3) he must have the financial
backing to be involved in agriculture. The degrees needed are not that severe,
but as the number of people who want to be in farming increases, qualifications
will probably be raised.
(AUDIENCE) Is the purchase price when preemption is used determined by the
agricultural value?
('!DUZAN) If the preemption system is to work properly, the price established
has to be the agricultural value, not the speculative price. Preemption is to
be used only in cases of maintaining agricultural lands.
(AUDIENCE) Does the market price established by the SAFER represent capital
investment in labor, etc.?
(TOUZAN) The SAFER does take into careful consideration what the investments
are and what the return on the land has been.
(AUDIENCE)

Is there any process for appealing the SAFER sales price?

(TOUZAN) If the rights of first refusal have been exercised on land put on the
open market, the seller has three choices: (1) accept the price offered by the
SAFER; (2) decide not to sell; (3) ask the courts to determine a fair market
price. The latter is a long process and the courts generally follow what the
SAFERs recorrmend. However, the right of preemption is used as a last resort.
First there is a series of negotiations between the seller and the SAFER to try
to find a price that is mutually agreeable. There is also a provision that if
the seller disagrees with the price, he can sell the land for construction, but
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There are several features that make land trusts take
One
is that they are successful where there is leadership that
in a
nongovernmental solution, where the leaders know landowners, and where they
understand how land protection cnuld accomplish obj
that will be popular
publicly. There also have to be threatened resources. Land trusts do not catch
on where there is not much growth pressure, as people don't see that there is
a problem.
Land trusts work both where there is a strong regulatory environment and
where that does not exist. Where there is strong land use regulation, the
regulations are the stick and the land trust is the carrot.
The appeal of the land trust is that it is nongovernmental
People want to
deal with each other, not with a government agency. There are also significant
tax consequences, but these tend to be a sweetener. Landowners who participate
do so because they want to see their land protected, or because they want the
land trust to
a role in the future use of the land.
JOAN VILMS:

for the protection
The land trust
a tool that enables landowners to
are one rreans to
of their land in perpetuity. They are not a panacea,
achieve land protection on a case-by-case basis. Land trusts
charitable organizations, to which contributions are
Marin Agricultural Land Trust (MALT), which has a large amount of capital, the
Napa and Sonoma County Land Trusts rely almost exclusively on gifts. It has
been the exception to purchase land. The total acreage secured
the two
counties is about 5000 acres, not all of which is agricultural. The trusts are
interested
both natural and managed resource lands.
A large part of the appeal of land trusts is that they are voluntary
instead of governmental. Restrictions placed on the land are self-imposed and
voluntarily applied. They stay on the land in perpetuity and pass from owner to
owner as part of the deed. People tend to be reluctant to tie the hands of
future generations in perpetuity. However, they should realize that by selling
or subdividing the land, they are not just limiting the options for future
generations, but eliminating them.
The conservation easement is the most appealing technique used by their
land trusts. They do buy and obtain gifts of land which they keep and manage,
but primarily they advocate conservation easements, not only to avoid management
responsibilities, but because people don't want to take land out of their
families~ they want to retain ownership and control.
Landowners can obtain
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through tax benefits or through purchase, for voluntarily
the uses on their land, and still retain control. A conservation
easement, not to be confused with a right-of-way, which
use
someone else. 'Ihe conservation easement grants r:o use
rights to the trust or to
other entity.
When the land trust doesn't have money to purchase easements, it relies on
the incentives of income and estate tax reductions. She described two examples
of how owners of agricultural land were able to save money by working with the
land trust. In one instance, a conservation easement reduced by fifty per cent
the value on a 500 acre piece of land that had been worth three million dollars
prior to the application of the easement. 'Ihe values are determined by
appraisal, with the land valued before and after the restrictions are applied.
The difference is the value of the conservation easement. If it is a gift, that
figure is the value of the charitable contribution. In the example described,
the charitable contribution was one and one-half million dollars. With the
fifty per cent reduction of the land value, and assuming a fifty per cent tax
bracket, the income tax savings was $750,000, plus the reduced estate tax
savings. 'Ihis approach makes sense if a landowner wants to protect the land and
doesn't want to cash in on the speculative value.
In a second case, a 100 acre parcel before the easement was applied was
worth $150,000. Afterwards, it was reduced 70 per cent, to $43,000. This was a
portion of a larger ranch that had agricultural values the landowner wanted to
protect. The restrictions imposed permitted no development on the parcel but
allowed agricultural use including agricultural structures. The easement was
worth $107,000, which accrued $53,000 in income tax savings.
The conservation easement allows landowners to realize tax savings by
capitalizing on the "forgotten" property right - the right to restrict.
Conservation easements are the flip side of the development rights coin. Unlike
other land saving
, land trusts are property rights advocates.
Just as a person has the right to use and develop his land consistent with
planning policy, so he
the right to restrict it.
Responding to the question raised earlier in the conference as to what ways
we have to
farmers
agriculture, she pointed out that land trusts aren't
the entire answer,
they do provide compensation for voluntary restrictions,
either in tax savings or capital, and they allow people to capitalize on the
speculative
of
without developing or subdividing. They also ease the
transfer of land to
generations by removing the speculative value and
maintaining the resource value, which will
increase, but without the sharp
curve of speculative increase. The landowner can pass his savings along to his
heirs or can sell
land to a next generation, entry-level farmer.
Who are we preserving the land for? Her answer is that we are preserving
it for future generations. She quoted one farmer as saying:
one's going to
trick around
after I'm gone. That's a real comfort to me."
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DISCUSSION
(AUDIENCE)

tVbuld the land trusts accept land for less than perpetuity?

(GERARD) Yes, they did accept an agricultural easement for less than
perpetuity. However, there are no tax benefits for term easements. In the case
they accepted, the owner wanted to split off a portion and create three other
homesites on a portion of the land. However, a neighbor objected. The land
trust was called in as a peacemaker and worked out a compromise that in addition
to term easements also included easements over marshlands and scenic areas in
perpetuity.
(AUDIENCE)
the land?

Have any of the later landholders objected to the restrictions on

(GERARD) If the future landowners are children, there is usually consultation
with them by the parents prior to placing the restrictions. However, some
impose the restriction without such consultation in order to protect the land.
In that case, the children know and tend to just accept the situation. A
difficulty may arise if people purchase the property and don't believe the
restrictions will stick. In one case a speculator found himself in that
predicament and sold the land to a farmer.
(AUDIENCE) Isn't it fair to say that land trusts are not government agencies
but are using the power and authority of the government to club the landowner
into taking the land trust option?
(GERARD) It is true that the carrot-stick situation exists where there are
tough regulations and landowners figure that at least they can work with the
land trust. In fact in such situations the land trusts are scrupulous about
maintaining their distance, partly because they are skeptical as to whether the
regulations will continue to exist and partly because of their need to maintain
credibility with landowners. The concept is fair because the landowner doesn't
have to deal with the land trust. The trust is an idea that may appeal as an
alternative and may be more attractive, but it is completely voluntary.
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. WHAT SHOULD

GOVERNMENT DO?

LEROY GRAYMER (rro::lerator) :
In introducing the
for this panel, Dr. Graymer suggested that the
audience refer to options for the role of the state that were listed in Working
Papers #2 and #3 distributed to registrants for the conference.
STEVEN P. NATION (KRAUS ) :
The California Farmlands Project in its further work should bring into the
discussion other issues that relate to agricultural land conversion and
protection: housing and other urban needs; agricultural economics; technological
advances; and how to deal with private property rights. He is not convinced
there is an agricultural land conversion problem at present in California,
although the issue should continue to be studied. He is also skeptical of
statewide land use regulation. The hard land use decisions have to continue to
be made at the local level: the state
too far away from local issues.
He sees three roles for the state: (1) providing information on
agricultural land and
commodities on a statewide basis; (2)
providing basic planning
; and (3) making incentives available to
keep land in agriculture.
(1) Providin9 information. One example of helpful information the
state can provide is the crop statistical information put out by the state
Departinent of Food and Agriculture in concert with the USDA. Another is the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program being carried out by the state
Department of Conservation with the help of the u.s. Soil Conservation Service.
That program was authorized by the Legislature primarily to provide some hard
information on the issue of agricultural land conversion. It is intended to be
informational only, not a prelude to state land use regulation of agriculture.
There is a lot of controversy about the program, but they have found that there
also a lot of interest from the farming community and the development
community as well as local government in getting good information on land being
brought in or out of production so as to make responsible decisions.
( 2) Provi5hn9 basic plannin9 r:=quirements. Zoning and general plan
requirements and the environmental impact assessment process required by the
California Environmental Quality Act uf 1970 (CE~) provide a basic structure
and a viable forum for public input. This is a'1 area where the state, by
providing guidelines and minimum requirements, can contribute to the process
while letting decisions be made at the local level.
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Farmers need the support of people outside the agricultural industry in
dealing with issues at the state level. An example is a proposed recommendation
by the Department of Fish and Game to include in the Forest Practice Act a
regulation on hardwood management. This will remove the opportunity for
cattlemen to improve their rangelands, which they must do to remain competitive.
Another recent example was a proposal by the State Water Resources Control Board
to apply its beneficial use program to the watershed area in the Cottonw::xx'l
Creek Basin of Shasta County. Both measures YK>uld have made it difficult for
cattlemen to stay in business.
LARRY ORMAN:

There appears to be very little consensus that there should be a strong
state role in land use planning. Until someone can state that interest clearly
and compellingly, the questions about mechanisms for state roles are a little
premature. He is convinced that the agricultural land issue is real, but it is
not immediate and it is not a crisis. He is also convinced that there is a need
for a state role, but he is not prepared to say what that role should be.
Whatever the state does, a lot of local county organizations are going to move
ahead on this issue for their own reasons.
Four characteristics have to be observed about California right now. (1)
This state is large and diverse. That diversity has to be respected and one has
to have a sense of the regional differences. (2) The current political climate
in Sacramento is such that you are not going to be able to do anything
significant even if you are convinced that there is a major issue right now.
Therefore at the state level the challenge is to focus on building up a
rationale and a constituency so that you can move if you get the opportunity
politically. (3) The state has enabled local governments to do virtually
anything they want; there are almost no tools that need to be given to them. At
the state level there are many things that can be done; there is not a need for
new approaches to land conservation. We know how to oo the most basic things,
although some fine tuning is needed. What is lacking is will and direction.
(4) California is, and will continue to become, a state composed of
metropolitan, urban regions. It will become a state of cities. That even
includes Tulare County, which is among the counties under the least conversion
pressure. The point is that our cities are going to continue to grow. The
issue of agricultural land conversion, therefore, is as much a city planning
issue as it is a land resource issue. That is fundamental in structuring any
state response.
There are two questions included in the question put before the panel as to
what state government should do. One is the mechanism of a state role, but rrore
fundamental is the question of purpose. There are three basic parts to the
issue of purpose. First is the issue of rationale. There has to be a value
that is important and a threat to that value; there has to be a constituency to
want to do something, and that constituency is hard to identify at the state
level at the present time; and there has to be a program.
It is important to understand that a rationale consists of a value that is
threatened and an understanding of what that value is, why it is important, and
what the nature of the threat against it is. In California we have a very poor
understanding of the nature of land as a value in agricultural production. He
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one had assembled the basic information that existed on the amount of land in
California and what was happening to it - how many million acres of cropland and
rangeland there were in the state and what the conversion
were as
measured by past studies. At the national level, however,
from the
National Agricultural Lands Study, we cb have a fairly good estimate of how much
land can be used for agriculture and how much potential there is.
There is clearly a national rationale for acting which has to do with the
nature of food exports and with the prices of agricultural products over time.
At the local level we also have very impressive rationales. People find ways of
acting for all sorts of less specific reasons, mainly emotional. But what is
the basis for a state rationale? The state has no policy on agricultural land
and there is no enduring consensus at that level.
Why should there be a state interest? (1) The state has an enormous
invesbnent in the agriculture of California- in water, in educational programs,
in research, and in other underpinnings of agriculture. That investment will
need to be protected over time against unwise trends in land use or other
factors. (2) This state is going to get more complex and more interlinked in
its urban nature. That, combined with the existence of the huge investment, is
going to drive a concern at the state level over the agricultural land issue
over the next tw:::> decades and beyond. ( 3) It is the state which is the
repository for all land use control and which has enabled local governments to
properly do most irrnnediate land use decision making. California is based on a
home role principle, which he strongly supports, but it is a shared principle of
control. The state has a legitimate role in land use decisionmaking, but it has
to be shared.
There are a ntmber of things that bear looking into in fleshing out a
rationale. Some have to do with the food California produces and the importance
of that for this state and for the nation. There is the economic rationale.
Agriculture generally has a much higher multiplier effect per dollar of product
than almost any other industry. It also offers a type of employment that cannot
be offered by other sectors. There seems to be a greater stability
this
land-based industry than for other industries. There are also social benefits
that need to be articulated and understood. There are benefits having to cb
with the nature of the landscape and benefits related to city planning. Cities
generally work much better when they are circumscribed and compact than when
they are spread out. Finally, California has a role in the national farmland
issue. This state has 58 of the 3000 counties that make decisions involving
farmland every day. The linkage with the national issue is very tenuous right
now and it needs to be developed. Even those who disagree need to state their
reasons why those values are not compelling, just as those who are convinced
there is an issue need to state their reasons.
The second part of the rationale is the threat. The threat to agricultural
land consists of a number of things. First, the conversion of land to other
uses, including both the expansion of cities and the gradual scattering of urban
uses all over the landscape. It also includes land degradation - salinity, soil
erosion, etc. The threat needs to be identified. The zoning and other programs
in most places are inappropriate because they do not respond to a specifically
identified threat. We also have to identify the urgency and the magnitude of
the threat and have a sense that there is a reason to act right now.

we move ahead with the greatest of
farmland,
the emotional assumption
state
you
a much
and

nature,
to need a broad
alone, nor is
a city
has to be based on
people who are concerned about
uc'Ju~.c what their self-interest is, you
conservationists
have failed in
enough base of
to
have not been able to establ
specific
attract
who are worried about

are
losing those values.

nature of the legislative situation right now, any
established has to have some staying power. It must know
two decades or more, and that for the next
and waiting for the door to open.

Because

has to
He supports
information.
enough for
state

It

use

and for tl1at it
clear we need information.
the state's mapping progr~n, but we need a lot more
role cannot simply be passive. It is not good
cities and counties to have general plan elements
policies on
The
have
, because
are a
for other areas.

about what
are fine
use
'rhe
You never see
near a
the nation of an incentive program that is
to an urban area
from
area. Marin County
The only
Land Trust, which now benefits farmers very
that the county made a very tough ~
earlier that said
would be no

-57-

They forced the del
use.

more
to be
The

one of

, not of

of an area that was

, and

Vv'hat needs to be

DISCUSSION
(AUDIENCE)

Act work next to cities?

doesn't the

(NATION)
't work near cities because farmers about to develop
didn't want
restrictions on their land. But it is turning out to
be a pretty
long range planning tool. A lot of the land that is under
contract that may
been five to ten miles away from city boundaries ten
years ago is much
to the cities now. In a lot of instances it has
resulted
a redirection of
to areas that are not under oontract, or at
least it has slowed the growth out toward the contracted land.
(AUDIENCE)
under

The reason prime land around Salinas hasn't gone under Williamson
that the taxes under that act would be higher than they are
13.

(AUDIENCE) Their land was three to four miles out but the county v.ouldn't allow
them and their neighbors to go under the Williamson Act because they were in the
path of growth.
(AUDIENCE)
contract on
city cannot veto, a lot
establ
of the contract.

the
the city,
obj

(AUDIENCE)

, row much of the
program
been
come out, and Vv'hen will
be

How much of

to
can
enough to

a Williamson Act
Although the
the

counties
which
We are v.or king in
; the other twenty
"Completed means being presented to
required to begin
then. They will also
, a category entitled "Interim
Approximately 70
cent of the cropland in
close to 90
cent
the
land, with
11

almost
interested in
will the
them once they are
never intended them
state land use control.
introduced this year because the
don't provide
they need to make local decisions, such as

-58-

what are local housing needs. 'Ihe maps also don't look at whether anyone is
making rroney on the land. It Y.Duld be difficult to get support to use the maps
for other than information and inventory purposes. He realizes people are
fearful that they will be used for state land use mntrol. He thinks the maps
will provide good information on what is happening and he suspects they may show
that we are not losing as much agricultural land as some may have thought.
He is concerned that California could have a state land use commission
established through the initiative process and started by only a handful of
people who may not really understand the situation. In the long run that \\Duld
cause a split among a number of interest groups, and in about ten years clean-up
legislation would be needed.
(AUDIENCE) If you decide to protect a lot of farmland, how do you designate
that amount?
(ORMAN) The amount of agricultural land that we decide to protect is a function
of our sense of how urgent it is to protect a lot of land.
(AUDIENCE) What linkage is there between the arrount of agricultural land
protected and accommodation for future population growth?
(ORMAN) We could use a relatively small arrount of farmland for produce and the
related needs of our population. But because we're in a national market for
beef and grains, you can't draw a one-to-one relationship. It's not a question
of protecting farmland for immediate local food needs in terms of amount, but in
terms of quality and diversity, it may be.
(AUDIENCE) The state has minimal policies to protect agricultural land, but the
state can also, through such activities as locating prisons and extending
highways, encourage the conversion of farmland.
(ORMAN) There was legislation introduced last year that would have required the
state to be responsible for its actions that would affect agricultural land.
He would like to see something like an executive order requiring the actions of
state agencies to go through rigorous review.
(AUDIENCE) There is an immediate problem of ag land conversion in the coastal
zone, although some people say there isn't.
(AUDIENCE) There are things happening up slope of the Chino dairy preserve that
affect the ability of dairymen to stay in operation.
(GRAYMER) We have a complex public policy system. Agricultural land is part of
our taxing structure. People do things with agricultural land in relationship
to income tax brackets and in relationship to a whole host of things that
governments do. He is in favor of expanding the range beyond the land use
focus , even though that may take us ten years to do.
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7. UNDERSTANDING THE "AG LAND PROBLEM"
Gordon K. Van Vleck

The program brochure for this conference explains that this is a working
conference to address the question, "How Can Land be Saved for A:Jriculture?"
Yet there are some in this ~m who feel the question that we should be
discussing is not, "How can land be saved for agriculture?" but, "Is there a
need for public programs to save agricultural land?"
The first question, the title of this conference, presupposes not only that
the so-called ag land problem really does exist, but that there is general
agreement as to what the problem is. Before we can beg in to answer that
question we need to know the answers to some other questions: ( 1 ) Is there an
ag land problem? (2) If so, what is it? (3) If it does exist, is it the kind
of problem that can best be solved through government regulation, or is it the
kind of problem that can best be solved through the action of the free
marketplace? Until the first two are answered, it seems premature to devote
time and energy to creating government programs with the goal of preventing the
conversion of agricultural lands to other uses.
Before we can even begin to answer the first question, it will be necessary
to agree on a common perspective and have accurate and accepted data on hand.
The program for this conference states, "Over the last decade alone, 1.5 million
acres of California agricultural land were converted to urban or other nonfarm
uses." Yet during this same period, agriculture has remained the state's number
one economic force with an annual value last year of $14 billion. And even
though 1.5 million acres were being converted to other uses in the last decade,
California has experienced a net gain of 2.5 million acres of irrigated cropland
in the last 20 years. Since World War II, California's population has tripled
and our agricultural production has increased tenfold. While produce farms and
orchards have disappeared beneath subdivisions and shopping malls in Orange
County and elsewhere in the last 20 years, anyone who has driven Interstate 5
through the San Joaquin Valley has watched the opening of vast tracts of new
lands to cotton, grapes, orchards and other crops.
While agriculture in other countries struggles to meet demand, one of the
chief problems of American farmers is OVE;,rproduction. Food continues to be a
bargain for American consumers, even though prices have risen in recent years
due to inflation. Americans today spend about 17 per cent of their disposable
income for food, the least amount of any nation in the world. People in other
developed countries spend twice that, while in still-developing countries, they
must pay three to four times that amount. Americans who pay only 17 per cent of
their disposable income for food not only are getting a bargain in the
supermarkets, they also have 83 per cent of their income left over for other
purposes - a fact responsible in large measure for the high standard of living
we are able to enjoy in this country.
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This high standard of living often is reflected in a desire to escape the
pressures and confining lifestyle of the city by acquiring rural property for
summer cottages or ranchettes. The growing popularity of rural property for
residential and nonagricultural purposes is a significant factor in ag land
conversions.
So
though there may well be an "ag land problem," until the problem is
better defined, we are somewhat like a committee of blind men trying to describe
an elephant on the basis of a "hands-on" examination, limited to just one part
of the animal. The urban planner may be concerned with leapfrog developments;
environmentalists may be concerned with greenbelts and open spaces; a rancher
may be concerned with subdivisions and property taxes; and urban voters,
enjoying low prices and wide choices of food items, may ¥.Dnder what the fuss is
all about. Like the blind men and the elephant, each has his own viewpoint.

Not only is it important for tl1e experts, such as those gathered here
today, to agree on the definition of the problem as well as its magnitude, it is
even more important that understanding be communicated to the public, especially
to the urban voter. While we may have trouble agreeing on an exact definition
of the "ag land problem," we can agree that something is going on that we need
to understand. And while we may not all agree on exactly lhhat is happening and
why it is happening, we can agree on a number of factors that are part of the
picture, including population growth, urbanization and changing lifestyles, and
the rising costs of energy and water.
Population growth is a special problem in California because of the large
number of people who move here from outside the state, as well as from our own
birthrate. Each year for the last decade, California has averaged a population
increase of a half million people. The resulting demand for homes, offices,
stores, services, transportation, education and, of course, food is an important
force affecting land uses and land values. Realistically, there
not much we
can do to change this situation. But it is important that we understand that it
is happening and that we understand its effects.
We also must understand the implications of urbanization and changing
lifestyles. In the 1920s, in the depression years of the '30s, and following
World War II, many people left the farms for the cities. In the urban areas,
this influx created a demand for new housing, shopping malls and more freeways.
In the rural areas, this population shift was reflected in fewer farms but an
increase in the size of those farms.
In recent years, partly as a result of factors already mentioned, we have
seen the creation of a life style that includes increased demand for park lands
and open spaces, more and better freeways, summer homes and the so-called
ranchettes or hobby farms, frequently resulting in the conversion of
agricultural lands to nonagricultural uses.
He has nothing against the city dweller who wants to retire to five or ten
acres in the country, but we should understand the effects of this kind of
conversion on our agricultural land base. While it may appear to some that
these lands are still part of that land base, we must realize that even if the
attempt is made to conduct farm or stock operations on them, these operations
are bound to be less efficient because of the small scale of the operation and
because of the objective of the operator. By the very nature of their small
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size, these holdings do not lend themselves to the efficiencies of scale of
modern American farming or ranching. Furthermore the operator may not have any
need or desire to be efficient.
In recent years, agriculture has been forced to deal with problems of
increasing water costs, water availability, water quality, and energy.
Regardless of your perception of the "ag land problem," the economic viability
of agriculture is a central factor to any realistic solution.
In some areas the "ag land problem" is perceived as a conflict between the
desire for quick profits from land sales and the need, real or imagined, to
maintain an adequate base to grow food and fiber for our own citizens as well as
to support our large scale export economy. As long as this simplistic view is
supported by any sizeable group, it is doubtful that any real progress toward a
realistic and lasting solution can be reached. Property valuations, estate
taxes, zoning, adjacent land uses and other factors affecting the viability of
agricultural land ownership must be understood and dealt with equitably before
any real solution can be reached.
Thus, the ~eption of the problem becomes as important as the realities
of the problem. Whatever action is taken by government to deal with the problem
will reflect the views of the urban voters because, by weight of numbers, they
hold the political power in our society today. One of his chief concerns is
that solutions will be attempted, or even enforced, by those who may have the
best of intentions but lack necessary understanding of all aspects of the
situations they are dealing with.
Can equitable solutions be achieved by passing new laws and regulations?
Before answering this question we must understand that the basis of America's
agricultural success story is the lack of regulations - the freedom of the
grower and the rancher to make his-or-her own decisions and compete in
essentially a free market. The poor performance of agriculture in countries
with restrictive regulations and government controls should serve to prevent us
from attempting to solve whatever problems we may have through unnecessary
restrictive legislation. But the temptation will continue to exist in some
quarters.
Any such attempt to restrict the use of privately owned agricultural land
will continue to be viewed by landowners as a violation of private property
rights guaranteed by the Constitution. Most restrictions currently in effect,
such as zoning and Williamson Act contracts, are viewed in that light. More
restrictive laws and regulations are certain to arouse determined opposition
from ag land owners.
American agriculture is the envy of the 'V.Drld. Nobody does it better - a
fact recognized by the nationally syndicated columnist James Reston recently
when he said that u.s. agriculture is the most productive and efficient
institution in the entire country. In fact, comparing agricultural achievements
to the record of other institutions and programs in industry and government, he
suggested we WJuld be better off if we turned the Defense Department and the
State Department over to the Department of Agriculture.
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Perhaps we won't want to go quite that far, but we must recognize that an
agricultural land solution that fails to preserve the unique strength of
American agriculture will be far worse than no solution at all.
There are three reasons for the success of American agriculture. First,
large areas of our country have been favored with a unique combination of soil
and climate. Second, our farmers and ranchers, and those in business and
industry who support them, have acquired unparalleled knowledge and technical
capability. If there is such a thing as "good old American know-how," one place
to find it is on the American farm. Third, we have a r:olitical system that
encourages and rewards those who perform the best. Few, if any, other countries
have this combination.
The first factor is a gift of nature, and with reasonable care for our
basic resources of soils and water, its continuance seems assured. There is
little chance that our technical competence and our skill in agribusiness will
disappear in future years. However, the third factor, a farm-favorable
political system, is vulnerable to the kind of tampering that could literally
kill the goose that laid the golden egg. In attempting to understand the
realities of ag land conversions, and in the pursuit of answers, the most
important requirement is that we do nothing to impair or destroy the remarkable
efficiencies of modern American agriculture.
How do we proceed? The first step must be the creation of an accurate,
reliable, up-to-date data base. Without reliable information, the blind man who
holds the elephant's tail can never agree with his friend who holds the
elephant's trunk as to just what kind of a~ animal they are dealing with.
The Ag Land Mapping Program of the Resources Agency's Department of
Conservation can help fill that need. This program has some imr:ortant and
necessary features, two of which are local input and review, and annual updating
and revision.
There is a fear on the part of some that creation of a data base in a
government agency will be the first step to increased government regulation and
interference in ag land use decisions. Not only would this be contrary to
Governor Deukmejian's announced intention to reduce, not increase, unnecessary
laws and regulations, but as head of the agency that oversees this program, he
intends to do what he can to be sure that it does not go beyond the role of
providing the best available information to others so they can make sound
decisions.
It would be a serious mistake to refrain from taking any action out of fear
that we do not have the knowledge and the will to make the right decisions.
Time marches on. We may not have all of the answers, but at least we can
understand the problem. Decisions will be made, one way or another, either
consciously, acting on the best available information, or by default, leaving
the decisions to others. In the last analysis, the decisions will be made in
the political arena - the planning board, the city council, the board of
supervisors or the state Legislature. Our best hope for an equitable decision
lies in having an informed body of decisionmakers. We must remember that today
the power to make political decisions rests ultimately in the urban areas where
the great majority of voters cast their ballots.
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There are many ways to create an awareness and understanding of
agricultural issues among those from the urban sector. One of the most
interesting such programs was begun three years ago by California WOmen in
Agriculture. It 1 s called "Adopt-A-Legislator," and its purpose is to help
members of the state Senate and Assembly from urban areas understand
farm-oriented issues they will be voting upon. At present, approximately forty
legislators have been "adopted" by chapters of California WOmen in ~riculture.
These legislators are invited to visit working ranches and farms, watch the work
going on, and discuss everything from planting techniques to tax issues with
workers and growers. These real-life classroom situations serve two important
purposes: they help our lawmakers understand growers and, equally important,
they help growers understand their legislative representatives.
While the fact that decisions affecting the future of our agricultureal
land base will be made by urban voters and legislators may seem ironic, it
should point us firmly to a major goal. That goal is to be certain that urban
voters have the necessary understanding of agricultural issues before they are
asked to make ballot box decisions. The "Adopt-A-Legislator" program is 7-ln
excellent example of the kind of educational effort needed. If creation
an
accurate data base is our first need, the second must be the education of the
urban electorate.
These goals are not impossible dreams. They can best be achieved through a
cooperative approach involving the agricultural sector; educational and
nonprofit institutions such as the California Institute of Public Affairs, which
has brought us together here today; and with the help of government agencies,
whose role should be to provide ready access to the kind of reliable information
necessary for sound decisionmaking.
new role in state
As a member of the agribusiness community and
of the kind of
government, he
confident we can progress toward
agricultural land issue we are assembled here to discuss.
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8. WRAPUP

MICHAEL CHRISMAN:
Based on what he had heard at the conference as well as his personal
opinion, there seems to be no real sense of an imminent shortage of agricultural
land. However, we have to break out the short term from the long term. The
issue is very complex and there are many points of view.
Perhaps rrost important is to continue the dialogue. We must also v.ork on
communication, specifically on educating the urban populace about the issues of
concern to the agricultural community. Overregulation is viewed as a particular
hindrance, which those in the industry perceive as pushing in from all sides.
It is the job of the industry itself to educate, rot the job of the Resources
Agency.
DANIEL A. MAZMANIAN:
Dr. Mazmanian stated that he was impressed with the range of ideas
expressed, but he remains frustrated that we tend to focus just on agricultural
land. We must address roth sides of the equation and look at urban growth and
expansion and its interface with agricultural land.
JOSEPH C. IDUGH, JR.:
As an ethicist, he must be concerned not only about the present but about
the future consequences of actions. The idea that there is no shortage of land
is credible only if one confines one's view to the present and also restricts
one's information to a narrow area of interest. While it is true that we still
have enough land for agricultural purposes in these United States, what are our
long-term prospects?
We have already experienced a serious loss of prime farmland. In the last
ten years alone we have lost farmland area equivalent to the combined size of
Verrront, New Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New Jersey,
and Delaware. In California we lose about 50,000 acres per year. How long can
this go on? Much of the land we now use
marginal and really should not be
put into production.
When we turn to the world situation, the problem is even more serious.
Tw:::>-thirds of the once arable land on the world's surface is ruined. Why is
this important for our concerns here? Perhaps we can learn something from
history about our future. He had recently read reports at the United Nations
Environment Programme Library in Nairobi about 14 nations which were food
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self-sufficient 100 years ago. Twelve of them were food self-sufficient just 25
years ago. Tbday all of them must import food. In each case, the loss of land
has been a major factor in the development of disastrous situations for their
agriculture. In light of this, those who say we have no problem with the loss
of agricultural land in California are simply taking a narrow, parochial, and
short-range view. That is in itself an ethical problem.
We have developed a whole culture that is alienated from the land. The
assumption that only those who own the land have a stake in it represents a
serious ethical misunderstanding. While it is true that less than five per cent
of the people actually farm the land, all of us are dependent on it for our
future and for our children's future, and we must share the reponsibility for
its preservation. We should not expect farmland owners to bear all of the
costs; all of us should share in the cost of preserving those lands in our own
interest. In short, the public has both a claim on and a responsibility for
farmland preservation.
There are two ways of avoiding this responsibiity which have surfaced
repeatedly in this conference. First, we have heard that the free market is the
best determiner of land use. One wonders about that notion in light of the
present despoiling of land all over our nation and the world. The great
economist .Adam Smith, who is the "father" of free market ideology, was wise
enough to know that the market economy he depicted in 'IHE WEALTH OF NA.TIONS
would not work if people acted only in their own interest. In another book
seldom read by economists, 'IHE THEORY OF MORAL SENTIMENTS, 9nith argued that
human beings have a natural sentiment of sympathy that will not allow crude
self-interest to prevail in unbridled exploitation. Excessive exploitation
would arouse sympathy and hold self-interest in check. Smith believed that the
free market would work to everyone's advantage because people naturally care
about each other. Smith's economics will not work without his ethics. He knew
that. One could wish that his contemporary disciples had a similar
sensitivity.
Second, we hear repeatedly about miraculous technological substitutes being
developed which will enable us to do far ITOre with less land. Aside from the
fact that most of these substantive proposals are water-intensive (and water
itself may be a more serious problem than the loss of land in the near future),
most serious persons will concede that at the present time there is no long-term
or "backstop" substitute for land.
We do have rights to the land; people who "own" the land have certain
claims to its use. However Locke, the thinker ITOst influential on our
conception of rights, also talked a great deal about obligations. Simply put,
we have a contract with each other. We are free to pursue and exercise our
rights so long as we fulfill the obligations entailed in our social contract.
The best public policy is always an attempt to resolve the tension between
individual rights and social obligations. So it should be with policy on
farmlands in California.
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